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Chairman Holden, Ranking Member Goodlatte, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you
for the invitation to testify today on the regulatory and legislative strategies in the Chesapeake
Bay Watershed. My testimony will specifically address S.1816 and H.R. 3852 and the efforts to
expand and reauthorize the Chesapeake Bay Program. I ask that these comments be entered into
Congressional record as part of the December 9, 2009 hearing on Regulatory and Legislative
Strategies in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed before the Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit,
Energy and Research of the House Committee on Agriculture. As a supplement to my
comments, I have received permission to attach the testimony of Susan Parker Bodine, Partner,
Barnes and Thornburg, before the Subcommittee on Water and Wildlife of the Senate Committee

on Environment and Public Works on the “Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restoration

Act of 2009.”

Across the Chesapeake Bay watershed and nation, agricultural producers are very concerned
about the implications of these legislative proposals that seek to significantly expand federal
enforcement and spur citizen litigation of Chesapeake Bay programs. In addition to heavy-
handed enforcement we understand that the legislation also places a cap on economic growth in
the watershed — impacting jobs, development, and food production. These bills will impose
severe economic hardship to our industry and further increase pressure to the Chesapeake Bay’s

most effective and efficient land use, production agriculture, to move out of the watershed.

First, before exploring the specifics of the regulatory and legislative proposals I would like to
give you a brief update on the plight of agriculture in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.
According to USDA s National Agriculture Statistic Service, farms across the Bay watershed are

under significant financial pressure. Over the period of 1987 to 2007, NASS’s numbers indicate



that almost 14 percent of the tillable farmland has been converted to another use. Over that same
period, 20 percent of all agricultural land — tillable land and pasture, has been converted to
another use. However, the most significant loss in the watershed has been in the loss of farms.
Over that same 20 year time period, the Chesapeake Bay watershed has lost 41 percent of its
farms. In this area, no amount of scientific advance, gain in efficiency or technology will replace

the people and families we have lost.

Secondly, I would like to discuss the regulations and requirements that are already in place and
mandated on farms by state regulation in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. I am talking about
mandatory nutrient management, setbacks and buffer zones that take land out of production, and
tillage practices and farm plans that require farms and ranches to operate in a manner that seeks
to increase environmental outcomes. Almost all require significant management and labor but
most of these practices achieve two important and complementary things. They reduce
environmental externalities, improve efficiencies and if managed properly can help the farmer’s
bottom line. The management practices that will be required to achieve the load reductions called
for in the Bay Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) will have a high cost and will only take
away from the farms’ already thin bottom line. Mandating environmental practices will push
more and more of Bay watershed farmers and ranchers from the land. This will be a sad

consequence of this legislation and a significant issue for the nations” food security.

Lastly, TMDLs and “hard” nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment caps will have profound negative
implications for agriculture and the overall economy in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. In
current EPA regulations, there are “prohibitions” on any new or expanding permits in “impaired”
watersheds. In other words, if a new activity needs a permit — EPA can object or any person can
sue in order to stop the issuance of the permit. That means no new jobs if the owner of the
business needs a construction stormwater permit to build a factory or parking lot. That means no
new homes for an increasing population because the developer would need a construction
stormwater permit. That means farmers can be stopped from building a barn or poultry facility
because the activity would need a construction stormwater permit. The process will likely force
a very harsh economic reality. It could mean that new jobs could not be brought into the

watershed unless other jobs are pushed out of the watershed. It could mean no new homes could



be built unless others are torn down. It means that any development or redevelopment activity in
the watershed must be “offset” which brings mandates to restore the land to a “pre-development”
hydrology standard. This applies to the construction of schools, hospitals and roads as well as
homes and businesses. If the restoration can not be accomplished on site, offsets must be

installed elsewhere in the watershed.

Proponents of the offset or trading concept have proposed that the offsets can be supplied by
farmers. But there is a significant problem with that reasoning because the approach mandated
in the leading proposals only allows offsets to be traded after the farm reaches its individual
nutrient reduction obligations. Individuals who understand the Bay model know that every farm
will have to install every BMP available on every acre just to reach the goal. That means, and
experts in this area agree, there will be no offsets left to sell on working farms. So we believe
the offset provisions will leave local governments and developers with no other option than to
purchase whole farms and take them out of production in order to achieve the offset. The

alternative is a halt to all economic development in the watershed.

We understand that improving the Bay will require a lot of time, money and individual effort.
Improving the Bay is an important task, but the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem

Restoration Act 1s too heavy on federal enforcement and will force states to:

1. Adopt and submit to EPA for approval watershed implementation plans that must have
reduction targets, key actions, and schedules to attain water quality standards by reducing
loads of nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment from all sources, including agricultural
runoff, point sources including stormwater point sources, nonpoint source stormwater

runoff, and septic systems;

]

Codify the nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment caps identified in a December 2003 EPA
document, unless more stringent limits are established by a State or EPA;

Adopt control measures that identify, and include enforcement mechanisms;
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4. Phase implementation into 2-year periods with modeling to show reductions associated
with each period - the plan must also identify contingency measures if reductions are not

achieved; and



5. Adopt plans that address offsets for new or expanded sources.

The legislation also mandates EPA to approve or disapprove a State’s implementation plan,

based on minimum criteria established by EPA. If a State fails to submit an implementation plan

or meet its 2-year milestones, EPA must:

]

In the Senate bill, withhold all Clean Water Act funds from the State; this includes State
revolving fund (SRF) capitalization grants under section 601, and section 106 and section
319 funds. In the House bill, all funds except SRF capitalization grants are completely
withheld. For the SRF grants, 75 percent of the grant is withheld and given to EPA to
select projects and activities from among those eligible for SRF funding in that State.
Develop and administer an implementation plan in that State.

Require 2-1 offsets for all new or expanded sources of nitrogen, phosphorus, and
sediments.

Promulgate any regulations or i1ssue any permits as EPA determines are needed to control
pollution to meet water quality goals, notwithstanding any other provision of the Clean
Water Act and notwithstanding any existing exclusion or exemption. For farmers in the
watershed, this provision repeals the agricultural stormwater exemption and provides
EPA with blanket authority to do anything to meet water quality standards, not limited to
issuing 402 permits.

Enforce any permits issued under a watershed implementation plan as if they were

section 402 permits.

The Chesapeake Clean Water Ecosystem Restoration Act contains broad and far reaching

language that “authorizes States to issue permits under section 402 of the Clean Water Act

to anv pollution source the State determines to be necessarv to achieve the nitrogen,

phosphorus. and sediment reductions in the implementation plan.” These permits are

authorized for any source of pollution, whether or not that source is currently excluded from

regulation under current law (the agricultural stormwater exemption). The permits are then fully

enforceable by EPA and citizen suits.



In addition, to implement the TMDL, the legislation grants EPA sweeping new authority to

promulgate anv regulations or issue any permits as EPA determines is necessary to control

pollution sufficient to meet the water quality goals defined in the implementation plan. This is
an extraordinary expansion of federal authority. As was pointed out in the Senate testimony on
S.1816, “EPA could supersede the local development plan of every community, as well as State
and metropolitan transportation plans. EPA could prohibit or prescribe sidewalks, parking lots,
buildings, roads, even lawns. EPA could dictate the length of gutters or require rain barrels and
green roofs. EPA could prohibit the use of fertilizer. EPA could shut down factories or force

land out of agriculture production.”

Nutrient Tradine

Nutrient trading should be a safety valve to facilitate implementation of sound conservation
practices, but as anyone that understands the load reduction required to achieve the TMDL
knows, trading opportunities are likely to be limited or non-existent. First, it appears that trading
will be limited to regulated entities and few sources in agriculture will be able to reduce nitrogen,
phosphorus, or sediment loadings above the reductions assigned to them under the TMDL
implementation plan. In other words, within agriculture, there will be very few excess
reductions to trade as credits. The unfortunate fact is that the only cost-effective source of
credits will be the retirement of agricultural land, driving agriculture from the watershed. The

May 2009 plans put forth by States to meet their 2011 milestones for reducing nitrogen and

phosphorus already assume the retirement of 81,676 acres of land.

Citizen Suites

The legislation authorizes citizen suits against EPA for failure to carry out any provision of the
Act. While EPA does retain the discretion to choose where and how to utilize most of its new
authorities, if a citizen believes that EPA’s actions are not sufficient to meet the goals of the
TMDL, then that person can file suit in federal court to compel action. Implementation of the
load allocations from nonpoint sources in the TMDL will likely be the outcome of litigation, no

matter what the impact is on communities, individuals or farmers and ranchers.



Codification of the TMDL

Through codifying executive and regulatory authorities, the Chesapeake Clean Water and
Ecosystem Restoration Act will hamper innovative solutions in areas such as nutrient trading,
economic growth, farm adaptive management and overall water quality restoration. Without
adequate time and science to effectively work through processes such as the drafting of the
Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), the Chesapeake Clean Water and
Ecosystem Restoration Act will impose burdensome regulations and penalties before defining
procedures and practices that are proven to efficiently achieve desired water quality goals. This
accelerated course of action will be expensive and damaging to the watershed’s economy,

viability of our agriculture sector, and overall water quality objectives.

Farmers in the Chesapeake Bay watershed have a strong history of being responsible and
proactive environmental stewards, both through compliance with existing regulations and
through implementation of voluntary conservation practices. However, a significant amount of
conservation practices implemented by agricultural producers have not been given accurate
credit in decision making models. The Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restoration Act
will create a system of burdensome regulations without understanding the full impact of water
quality improvements from implementing additional requirements on agriculture.
Reauthorization of the Bay Program should enhance the current Chesapeake Bay Model to

ensure 1t 1s based on comprehensive and accurate data.

We support reauthorization of the existing Chesapeake Bay Program without dramatically
expanding federal authorities. We believe adequate time should be given to develop creative
ways for economic recovery and growth to partner with water quality goals, as well as to refine
the science and modeling in the watershed. We are committed to developing strategies to protect
all resources within the Chesapeake Bay watershed, including family farmers and other
agribusinesses. Our organizations look forward to continuing discussions with you regarding

this critical issue and thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Chairman Cardin, Ranking Member Crapo, and members of the Subcommittee. thank you for the
invitation to testify today on S. 1816, the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem Restoration

Act of 2009 and S. 1311, the Gulf of Mexico Restoration and Protection Act.

My goal today is to provide a legal analysis of these two legislative proposals, based on my
understanding of the Clean Water Act and water quality implementation programs. [ am
currently a partner in the law firm of Barnes & Thornburg. [ have previously held positions at
both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as Assistant Administrator for the Office
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. and in the House of Representatives. as the staff
director for the Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. During my tenure on the Water Resources and Environment
Subcommittee, I worked on the last reauthorization of the Chesapeake Bay Program, as Title 11
of Public Law 106-457 (2000). 1 also participated in extensive oversight of EPA’s Total

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program.

S. 1816, the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosvstem Restoration Act of 2009

Establishment of a Chesapeake Bay TMDL

Consistent with EPA’s announced plans, S. 1816. the Chesapeake Clean Water and Ecosystem
Restoration Act of 2009, requires EPA to establish, by December 31, 2010, a basin-wide
Chesapeake Bay TMDL for the 92 Bay and tidal tributary segments that are impaired by
nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment. This TMDL will cover 64,000 square miles in six States
and the District of Columbia. Under the bill, the TMDL must include wasteload allocations for
point sources for nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment, necessary to implement applicable water

quality standards. The bill also requires the TMDL to include enforceable or otherwise binding



load allocations on nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition, agricultural runoff, and
any stormwater runoff that is not currently regulated. Finally. under the bill, the TMDL must
prohibit any net increase in nitrogen, phosphorus. and sediment from any new or expanding
source, including increases from new or increased impervious surfaces, concentrated animal
feeding operations, transportation systems, and septic systems, even if a discharge meets water
quality criteria so the source is not causing or contributing to the violation of a water quality

standard.

S. 1816 provides States with greatly expanded State authorities to implement the TMDL. Ifa
State fails to implement the TMDL, EPA must implement it, with the greatly expanded federal
authorities provided by the bill. Finally, if persons are not satisfied with the implementation by a
State or by EPA, the bill provides for citizen suits to use the courts to implement the TMDL.

These provisions all raise significant issues. A few of those issues are highlighted below.

Load Allocations and Water Quality Standards

Under new section 117(j), S. 1816 requires each State to develop an implementation plan for
each impaired segment in its jurisdiction. The implementation plans must incorporate the caps
on nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment that were agreed to among EPA and the States in 2003, or
the caps identified in the TMDL developed by EPA. The 2003 agreement caps nitrogen loads at
175 million pounds. phosphorus loads at 12.8 million pounds, and sediment loads at 4.15 million
pounds.' These maximum loads were based on modeling in 2003 that assumed that States would
be modifying their water quality standards based on ambient water quality criteria for the Bay for
dissolved oxygen, water clarity, and chlorophyll published by EPA in April 2003.> The 2003

agreement notes that:

' Memorandum dated April 28, 2003, from W. Tayloe Murphy, Jr., Chair, Chesapeake Bay Program Principals’
Staff Committee to Principal Staff Committee Members and Representatives of the Chesapeake Bay “Headwater”
States, titled “Summary of Decision Regarding Nutrient and Sediment Load Allocations and New Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) Restoration Goals,” reprinted as Appendix A of “Setting and Allocating the Chesapeake
Bay Basin Nutrient and Sediment Loads.” EPA 903-R-03-007, December 2003.

* Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Dissolved Oxygen, Water Clarity and Chlorophyll a for the Chesapeake Bay
and Its Tidal Tributaries, EPA 903-R-03-002 (April 2003).



“Over the next two years, Maryland, Virginia, Delaware, and the District of Columbia
will promulgate new water quality standards based on the guidance published by EPA.
Although the public process for adopting water quality standards varies among the states,
each state’s process will provide opportunities for considering and acquiring new
information at the local level. States may choose to explore a number of issues during
their adoption process, such as the economic impact of water quality standards and
specific designated uses.™

Scientific analysis did not stop in December 2003, and EPA and the Chesapeake Bay States have
continued to refine the models on which these load allocations are based. In fact, based on the
most recent modeling, EPA and the Chesapeake Bay Program’s Principals’ Staff Committee
have agreed to preliminary target loads of 200 million tons per year of nitrogen and 15 million
tons per year of phosphorus. These targets are likely to continue to change. In fact, the most
recent model (phase 5.3) is not expected to be ready until December 2009. However, S. 1816
codifies the nitrogen. phosphorus and sediment load allocations as no more than the December
2003 allocations. or whatever allocations EPA establishes in the TMDL. Thus, the load
allocations are capped by federal law even if, after the TMDL is established in Decem.ber 2010,
new data or further changes to the model show that increased loads would achieve water quality

standards.

By codifying specific pollutant caps in law, S. 1813 may be freezing both science and policy. As
noted above. the models used to establish pollutant loads are very complex and are continually
evolving. Codifying the pollutant caps could preclude EPA and States from using their evolving
understanding of the Bay and improved modeling to achieve water quality goals. Also, the
models seek to answer the question of whether or not water quality standards are met. States
must review and, as appropriate, revise, their water quality standards every three years. 40 CFR
131.20. Under current law, water quality standards can be made less stringent if meeting those

standards “would result in substantial and widespread economic and social impact.” 40 CFR

3w

Setting and Allocating the Chesapeake Bay Basin Nutrient and Sediment Loads,” December 2003, at A6. For
example. in setting its water quality standards for dissolved oxygen. Maryland has included variance that allows
dissolved oxygen criteria to exceed the water quality standard in some of the deepest parts of the Bay because:
“Even after spending billions of dollars to reduce nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment pollution to clean up the rest
of the Bay, essentially doing everything we know how to do at this time, the deep areas still could not attain the
dissolved oxygen standard.” hup:Ywww.mde state md us Pre 2 WaterPrograms/ TMDL ‘wystandards fags.asp




131.10(g)(6). It appears that, by codifying specific load allocations, S. 1813 would eliminate the
ability of States to later make changes to the loads based on changed water quality standards that
may be needed to account for substantial and widespread economic and social impacts. Finally,
codifying load allocations is contrary to the principles of adaptive management. The Chesapeake
Bay watershed is a complex, dynamic system. It is unclear how the watershed will respond to
the various measures being proposed. In its report, Assessing the TMDL Approach to Water
Quality Management, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recommended using the
scientific method to apply adaptive implementation to TMDLs. NAS describes this as “a process
of taking actions of limited scope commensurate with available data and information to
continuously improve our understanding of a problem and its solutions, while at the same time
making progress toward attaining a water quality standard.™ The NAS’s recommended
framework for water quality management includes reviewing the attainability of designated uses
and water quality standards both before the development of a TMDL and as part of adaptive
implementation.” S. 1813 would prevent EPA and States from implementing that

recommendation.

State Implementation

S. 1816 requires State implementation plans to include enforceable or otherwise binding
measures to reduce loads of nitrogen. phosphorus. and sediments. to meet the targets discussed
above. Although programs to achieve voluntary reductions through funding commitments may
be included in the implementation plan, S. 1816 makes it clear that the State must have
enforcement mechanisms to employ if an entity does not achieve its assigned pollutant
reductions. S. 1816 provides federal authority for binding measures and enforcement

mechanisms in new section 117(j)(2). which authorizes States to issue permits under section

402 of the Clean Water Act to anv pollution source the State determines to be necessarv to

achieve the nitrogen. phosphorus, and sediment reductions in the implementation plan.

These permits are authorized for any source of pollution, whether or not that source is currently

“ Assessing the TMDL Approach to Water Quality Management, National Research Council, National Academy of
Sciences (2001), at 90.

® See id, Figure 5-1, at p. 91.



excluded from regulation under current law. The permits are then fully enforceable by EPA and

by citizen suits.

This provision greatly expands the scope of federal water pollution control law. Under current
law, the Clean Water Act controls point source discharges of pollutants. “Point sources™ are
defined in section 502 of the Clean Water Act as any discernible, confined and discrete
conveyance, such as pipes, ditches, channels, etc. Diffuse runoff of water is not a point source.
The Clean Water Act also specifically excludes agricultural stormwater discharges and return
flows from irrigated agriculture from the definition of point source, so they are not regulated
under federal law. In addition, EPA, by regulation (in 40 CFR 122.27) has defined what is and is
not a silviculture point source. excluding a variety of activities such as natural runoff from forest

road construction and maintenance. These sources all could be subject to permits under S. 1816.

“Pollutants™ are defined in section 502 of the Act as specific, measurable, materials that are
discharged into water, such as solid waste, sewage, chemical wastes, biological materials,
radioactive materials, heat, and industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste. In contrast,
“pollution™ is defined as the man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical. physical.
biological, and radiological integrity of water. Pollution includes increased water flows and
habitat alternation. Under S. 1816. any activity that causes increases flow or habitat alteration,

no matter how distant from a body of water, could be required to obtain a permit.

In fact, under S. 1816, permits issued under section 402 of the Clean Water Act could be
required for any activity that affects water, whether or not there is any addition of a pollutant to
the water, and whether or not there is even a discharge that can be measured and controlled. The
bill specifically requires reductions in pollution from agricultural runoff, point sources including
point source stormwater discharges. nonpoint source stormwater discharges, and septic systems.
Although not specifically required, the bill also would authorize a State to issue a section 402
permit to a source of air deposition, because the States’ new authority applies to “any pollution
source,” and air deposition is a source of pollution to the Bay. Finally. the bill does not restrict

the States’ new authority to sources located within the geographic boundaries of that State.



The section 402 permitting program is designed for point source discharges of measurable
pollutants into bodies of water. It is unclear how section 402 permits could be used to address all
the diverse sources of pollution affecting the Chesapeake Bay. For example, S. 1816 does not
address what types of technology-based and water-quality based effluent limitations could be
established to address diffuse sources of pollution that do not directly discharge into a water
body. Absent specific statutory language clarifying how these sources are intended to be
controlled. it is unclear where and how compliance is to be measured, whether numeric
limitations could be imposed, and who would be legally responsible for meeting any
requirements. Because these new permits can be enforced by citizen suits. these questions may

be answered by courts.

S. 1816 also imposes specific requirements for development. Under new section 117(j)(3). EPA
must issue regulations identifying, based on the area of impervious surface,® what development
projects States must regulate to maintain or restore predevelopment hydrology. to the maximum
extent feasible. EPA must define “predevelopment hydrology™ by regulation. This may mean
that the owner of property must return the volume of water leaving the property to its
predevelopment levels, whether or not the water flows into a water body and whether or not
there is any impact on water quality. These requirements will apply to existing projects seeking
to expand. as well as new projects. When the term “maximum extent feasible™ is used, that is
usually understood to mean technically feasible without regard to cost.” If an impact to
predevelopment hydrology is not avoidable. then a permit (presumably a section 402 permit,
although the bill does not specify) must require mitigation using a ratio to be established by EPA
by regulation. States are required to provide assurance to EPA that they will implement these

regulations.

Federal Implementation

If a State fails to submit an implementation plan or submits a plan that does not meet criteria

established by EPA. new section 117(k)(5) requires EPA to withhold all Clean Water Act funds

® The area of impervious surface may include roofs as well as parking lots.

7 Y : i 4 g 7
In contrast. the term “practicable™ is usually understood to include consideration of cost.
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from the State. This includes the capitalization grants for State Revolving Loan Funds. EPA

also must develop a federal implementation plan to implement the TMDL in that State.

To implement the TMDL. S. 1816 gives EPA the authority to promulgate anv regulations or

issue anv permits as EPA determines is necessary to control pollution sufficient to meet the

water quality goals defined in the implementation plan. This is an extraordinary expansion of
federal authority. It literally means that EPA could regulate any activity that has any impact at
all on water quality. Under this provision EPA could supersede the local development plan of
every community, as well as State and metropolitan transportation plans. EPA could prohibit or
prescribe sidewalks, parking lots, buildings, roads. even lawns. EPA could dictate the length of
gutters or require rain barrels and green roofs. EPA could prohibit the use of fertilizer. EPA
could shut down factories or require farm land to become idle. EPA could force communities to
spend billions of dollars beyond the limits of affordability to meet nutrient standards at sewage
treatment plants. EPA could require all municipal separate storm sewer systems to carry out

retrofits. at an estimated cost of $7.9 billion.

S. 1816 also requires EPA to impose requirements for 2 to 1 offsets in permits under section 402
for any new or expanding discharges of nitrogen, phosphorus. or sediments in a State where EPA
is implementing the TMDL. All permits would be enforceable as permits issued under section

402 of the Clean Water Act, including citizen suit enforcement.

EPA’s new authority is to be implemented to advance a single goal: meeting the load allocations
ofa TMDL. S. 1816 does not provide for consideration of other values that a State or local
government may want to take into account, such as safe transportation, locally grown produce,
the economic health of a community, and even the ability of individuals to afford the cost of
shelter. In fact, as discussed above, even if a State chooses to change its water quality standards
to address any substantial and widespread social and economic impacts of implementing the

TMDL, those new standards may not be implemented. It appears that S. 1816 would still

§ See “The Next Generation of Tools and Actions to Restore Water Quality in the Chesapeake Bay, A Draft Report
Fulfilling Section 202a of Executive Order 13508 (Sept. 9, 2009). at 23-24.



mandate achievement of the goals established in 2003 or in the TMDL to be issued in December

2010.

Nutrient Trading

New section 117(k)6) directs EPA to establish, by May 2012, an interstate nitrogen and
phosphorus trading program to facilitate implementation of the TMDL. However, trading
opportunities may be limited. First. it appears that trading must occur between “points-of-
regulation™ which must be entities regulated under the Clean Water Act. It is unclear if a
regulated entity can rely on credits generated from unregulated activities, such as wetlands
restoration, nutria eradication, or increasing the number of filter feeders such as oysters. It also
is unclear if trading can occur with sources of air deposition. Second. few sources will be able to
reduce nitrogen, phosphorus, or sediment loadings above the reductions assigned to them under
the TMDL implementation plan. Given that credits must arise in the watershed and all sources
of pollution in the watershed would become regulated under the bill. there may be very few
excess reductions to trade as credits. In fact, the only cost-effective source of credits may be the
retirement of agricultural land, driving agriculture from the watershed. The May 2009 plans put
forth by States to meet their 2011 milestones for reducing nitrogen and phosphorus already

assume the retirement of 81,676 acres of land.’

Federal Assistance

S. 1816 requires EPA to develop guidance, model ordinances, and guidelines, to help States and
local governments ensure that land maintains predevelopment hydrology and to encourage low
impact development. The bill authorizes $1.5 billion in grants to help local governments that
adopt the guidance. ordinances. and guidelines to implement projects designed to reduce
stormwater discharges. However, as noted above, EPA estimates the cost of retrofitting
municipal separate storm sewer systems to reduce stormwater discharges of nitrogen,

phosphorus, and sediment to be $7.9 billion.

* See http://archive.chesapeakebay net/pressrelease/EC_2009_allmilestones.pdf
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Enforcement
New section 117(0) includes provisions to authorize federal and citizen suit enforcement against
States for failure to implement the TMDL, and citizen suit enforcement against EPA for failure

to carry out any requirement of section 117.

The section authorizing federal and citizen suit enforcement against States for failure to act
would likely be found to be unconstitutional under the 10" Amendment to the Constitution, even
if the bill successfully waives State sovereign immunity under the 11" Amendment."’
Specifically, the Supreme Court has held that Congress may not “commandeer the legislative
process of the States by directly compelling them to enact a federal regulatory program.” New
York v. United States, 505 U.S. 144, 161 (1992) (relating to solid waste disposal). See also
Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 98 (1997) (the Federal government may not compel the States
to enact or administer a federal program, relating to regulation of guns). Thus, Congress cannot

compel a State to implement the Bay TMDL.

Congress can authorize citizen suits against EPA for failure to carry out any provision of the Act.
While EPA does retain the discretion to choose where and how to utilize most of its new
authorities, if a citizen believes that EPA’s actions are not sufficient to meet the goals of the
TMDL., then that person can file suit in federal court to compel action. In deciding the case, the
federal court will not be able to balance competing interests. Implementation of the load
allocations in the TMDL could be ordered, no matter what the impact is on communities or

individuals.

S. 1311, the Gulf of Mexico Restoration and Protection Act

S. 1311, the Gulf of Mexico Restoration and Protection Act would amend the Clean Water Act to

add section 123 to formally establish a Gulf of Mexico Program office, to be located in a Gulf

' The Supreme Court has gone back and forth in recent years regarding whether Congress can waive State
sovereign immunity through the exercise of Article I authority. Compare Seminole Tribe of Florida v. Florida, 517
U.S. 44 (1996) (Congress cannot abrogate State sovereign immunity under Article 1), with Central Virginia
Community College v. Karz, 546 U.S. 356 (2006) (the Bankruptcy Clause of Article 1 abrogates State sovereign
immunity).



Coast State.'' The Program Office is to coordinate and carry out activities to improve the water
quality and living resources in the Gulf of Mexico. These activities may include research,
monitoring, modeling. education and outreach, and providing information. The Program Office

also 1s to be a liaison with counterparts in Mexico.

S. 1311 authorizes grants to non-profits, State and local governments, colleges and universities,
interstate agencies, and individuals for monitoring, research, addressing water quality and living
resource needs. habitat restoration, and reducing point source discharges of pollutants. The
grants have a 25 percent local cost share and a 15 percent cap on administrative costs. The bill
also requires periodic reports and, in coordination with the Gulf of Mexico Executive Council,
periodic assessments of the state of the Gulf of Mexico ecosystem and implementation of the
Program. The bill authorizes $10 million in 2010, $15 million in 2011, and $25 million in each

0f2012 through 2014 to carry out the Program.

The bill defines the Gulf of Mexico Executive Council as “the formal collaborative Federal.
State. local and private participants in the Program™ but does not establish the Council or specify
how people become members of the Council. If the Council includes private citizens, it can be
advisory only. The only function provided for the Council in the bill is to coordinate with EPA
on the assessment of the ecosystem and the Program that must take place every five years. It is
unclear what other functions, if any, the Council is intended to perform. Currently, there is a
Gulf of Mexico Alliance that is a partnership of the States of Alabama. Florida, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Texas. There also is a Citizens Advisory Committee, a Policy Review Board
that includes public and private entities, and a Management Committee that includes public and
private entities. It is unclear how the efforts of these existing organizations are intended to be
integrated. It also is unclear how existing efforts. such as the Governors’ Action Plans

developed by the Gulf of Mexico Alliance, will be supported.

In new section 123(b)(1)(C)(iii), the bill authorizes the Program Office to implement State-led
and community-led restoration plans and projects, and facilitate science, research, modeling,

monitoring, data collection and other activities to support the program. As drafted, it appears

"' The existing Gulf of Mexico Program Office is located at the Stennis Space Center in Mississippi.
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that this provision would be carried out using contract authority. If it is intended to be carried

out using grants, it should cross-reference subsection (d), authorizing grants.
Among the purposes of the grants authorized under subsection (d) is to eliminate or reduce point

sources of pollutants, including eliminating leaking septic systems. Septic systems are nonpoint

sources, hot point sources.
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Wilmer N. Stoneman, III — Biographical Description
Associate Director of Governmental Relations
Virginia Farm Bureau Federation

Wilmer is a lifelong resident of the Varina community in eastern Henrico County,
Virginia. He was raised on “Varina Farm” a 2250 acre family grain farm. He
operated Varina Farm from 1980 until 1990 and remains a General Partner in a
family partnership that owns the property. While operating the farm he attended
the University of Richmond and received a Bachelor of Science degree in
Business Administration.

In 1990 Wilmer began his career off the farm by accepting the Agriculture Water
Quality Specialist position with the Hanover/Caroline Soil and Water
Conservation District. Duties included preparing Conservation Plans for farmers
and landowners.

In 1992 Wilmer accepted a Nutrient Management Specialist Position with the
Department of Conservation and Recreation. His primary responsibility was to
advise farmers regarding fertilizer and manure applications and their effect on
water quality.

In 1995 Wilmer became the Assistant Director of Public Affairs of the Virginia
Farm Bureau Federation. His primary responsibility is assisting the members of
Virginia Farm Bureau with the development and implementation of “grassroots”
policy. Specializing in environmental issues he has played a role in the
development of the Agriculture Stewardship Act, Tax Credits for Best
Management Practices and has successfully defended the Right to Farm Act along
with work on the issues regarding pork and poultry.

Wilmer presently is Associate Director of Governmental Relations and directs
Virginia Farm Bureau’s national affairs program along with his previously
mentioned duties.

Virginia Farm Bureau Federation
12580 West Creek Pkwy.
Richmond, VA 23261

804-290-1000



